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Abstract 
Mobile networks practice of social networking service that gives individuals an easy way to exchange 
messages and ideas with others base on interpersonal relationships. However, why individuals spread 
advertisements in their social circles through mobile applications is not well understood: is this the 
result of environment impact or the result of individual characteristics? To tackle this problem, we 
apply social capital theory to examine how social capital influence advertising recommendation 
quality and advertising sharing behavior in mobile networks. And, we also use social cognitive theory 
and regulatory focus theory to investigate the motivations behind people's advertising sharing 
behavioral in mobile networks. Data collected from 319 mobile social networking users provide 
support for the proposed model. The analysis of the sample shows that the social capital and outcome 
expectations are significant indicators of individual’s ad-sharing behavior in the mobile SNS 
environment. Moreover, the prevention pride has an obvious interaction influence on the perception 
and behavior of M-ad sharing. Implications for research and practice are discussed. 
Keywords: Sharing Behavior, Social Capital, Prevention Pride, Social Cognitive, SNS, Mobile 
Application. 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
Social media change the way people communication and consume. They redefined the ways 
enterprises related to marketplace and society (Aral et al. 2013). Specially, social networks 
applications such as Twitter and Flickr have been concerned on peer-to-peer and target marketing 
techniques (Aral and Walker 2012; Zeng and Wei 2013). More than 1.5 million enterprises and 
organizations have set up communities to promote their products and services (Website-Monitoring 
2010). Most of enterprises pay remarkable attention on interactions among users of social networks to 
engage consumers actively (Goh, et al. 2013). Although Twitter and other similar application such as 
Sina Weibo are social network with the function of broadcasting, they are distinguishable from 
traditional mass in its decentralized structure and multilevel relationships (Shi 2013). Mobile users 
gather on the SNS applications according to the hobby, education, work, trip, etc. They participate and 
manufacture new topics and exchange messages and information with each other. Multimedia 
enhances the informativeness and entertainment value of mobile advertising (Xu et al. 2009), and the 
recommended behavior becomes easier (e.g., retweet), information and advertising via mobile network 
spontaneously spread among application users of mobile social networking service in an 
unprecedented way and speed. Since users on social media are driven to be spontaneously connected 
and maintain particular identities, it is real question for marketers to fully consider whom they should 
connect with socially in practice (Zeng and Wei 2013).  
Individuals often sharing with friends to help them obtain useful information they need. The diffusion 
of commercial messages among the users of mobile SNS applications is still not well understood. In 
this study, we try to answer three questions. First, how does the individual’s perceived 
recommendation quality and M-ads sharing behaviors were affected by the individual’s social capital? 
And second, how does the individual’s perceived recommendation quality and M-ads sharing 
behaviors were affected by the individual’s outcome expectation? Third, dose different consumer 
characteristic lead to different sharing behavior via mobile network? To tackle those issues above, we 
draw upon the concept of social capital from the social capital theory (SCT) to examine the effects of 
structural capital, relational capital, and cognitive capital. And we also use outcome expectations from 
social cognitive theory to estimate its effects on individuals’ perceived recommendation quality and 
M-ads sharing behaviors. We take regulatory focus theory (RFT) to validate the conjectures through 
survey with data of mobile SNS users.  
This paper makes several key contributions. First, by conceptualizing the diffusion of business ads as a 
processing combine social factors and individual characters, it adds to the existing literature on the 
discussion of ads sharing behavior among individuals in the environment of mobile SNS.  And second, 
to the best of our knowledge, although many research focus on the voluntary information broadcasting 
process in the virtual community, few empirical studies disclosure the details of the voluntary 
information relay processes (Shi et al. 2014). The present study attempts to inspect and illustrate the 
characteristics of the process in the context of mobile SNS. Thirdly, by introducing regulatory focus 
theory, social capital theory and social cognitive theory, the study attempt to examine the integration 
influence of those factors and to find the potential associations among those theories in the context of 
mobile networks. Since every theory has its unique thief, it makes sense to estimate the possible 
synergies under a common measurement scale.   
The next sections provide an overview of the main construct in our research, and it introduce the new 
insights from the proposing process of hypothesizes. Then subsequent sections summarize the 
questionnaire scale development; explain the data collection process and our research methodology. 
Later sections discuss data analysis, discussion and the conclusion of this research. 
2 THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 
Structural capital is refer to the overall pattern of connections for one certain individual to other 
members (Sun et al. 2012), and it is described as the network density and centralization of the virtual 
community (Wasko and Faraj 2005). Relational capital is the intangible assets such as trust, norms and 
identification, which are generated and retained through social relationships (Nahapiet and Ghoshall 
1998). Cognitive capital emphasizes those members of social network who share common 
understandings and language are more likely to interaction and communication new views (Wasko and 
Faraj 2005; Sun et al. 2012).As the definition of social cognitive theory, outcome expectations refers 
to the belief of the expected consequence of individual’s own behavior (Bandura 1989). In this paper, 
Community-related outcome expectations refers to conceptions such as the goals of social circle, the 
enriching information of community (Chiu et al. 2006). And personal-related outcome expectations 
refer to conceptions such as personal respect, making friends and so on. Perceived recommendation 
quality in our research is refers to terms of perceived helpfulness (Chiu et al. 2006; Delone and 
McLean ). M-ads sharing behavior refers to the behavior that an individual disseminates certain 
business his or her acquired to his or her friends through mobile SNS applications in this research. 
((Alavi and Leidner, 2011; Zeng and Wei 2013). 
It argues that outcome exceptions plays important role for predicting and improving internet behaviors 
(Bandura 1989, Chiu et al. 2006). Individuals would share and exchange knowledge and information 
with beliefs of broadening horizons, seeking aid, making friends, etc. On one hand, individuals sharing 
particular information and advertisement for the reason of being seen as skilled，knowledgeable and 
respectable (Butler et al. 2002; Chiu et al. 2006). On the other, individuals with idea that the particular 
information sharing behavior could help the social community on the SNS to increase topic and 
knowledge, to make sure that the community could continue its operation and grow its cohesiveness. 
(Bock and Kim, 2002; Kolekofski and Heminger, 2003; Lesser, 2000), Thus, it is expected that: 
H1a: Personal outcome expectations is positively related to Perceived recommendation quality. 
H1b: Personal outcome expectations is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior. 
H2a: Community-related outcome expectations is positively related to Perceived recommendation 
quality. 
H2b: Community-related outcome expectations is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior. 
Social capital theory focuses on the significance of social relationships, which could influence 
individuals’ social action (Coleman, 1988) and value creation (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Social 
capital is “the sum of actual and potential resources embedded within, and derived from the network 
of relationships possessed by an individual ro social unit” (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). In 
our research, it represents the amount of time spent and frequency of peer’s communication among 
mobile SNS communities (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). The structural capital indicates the cost of 
information source among mobile SNS apps, and it influences both the obtainer and exchanger of the 
information among the mobile community. And the cognitive capital was reflected by shared language, 
which facilitates a common understanding of group goals and behavior types (Chiu et al. 2006). 
Accordingly, cognitive capital would accelerate the members to actively involve in sharing behaviors 
and enhance the perceived quality of advertising information they received from others. Relational 
capital combining trust, reciprocity and respect, it play an important role of cooperative behavior 
among members by reinforcing the sense of community and belonging (Fukuyama, 1995)(Sun et al. 
2012). Thus, it could be deduced that: 
H3a: Structural capital is positively related to Perceived recommendation quality. 
H3b: Structural capital is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior. 
H4a: Relational capital is positively related to Perceived recommendation quality. 
H4b: Relational capital is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior. 
H5a: Cognitive capital is positively related to Perceived recommendation quality. 
H5b: Cognitive capital is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior. 
Perceived recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior are self-report measure in this study. 
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) suggested that when individuals recognize that their partners could 
provide valuable information and knowledge, they are more likely to engage to the corporative 
interaction. In a social circle on the mobile SNS application, sharing behavior of good quality might 
lead to create more exchange relationships (Chiu, 2006). Thus, H6 are as follows: 
H6: perceived recommendation quality is positively related to M-ad sharing behavior.   
Regulatory focus theory (RFT) that was proposed by Higgins (1997) reveals people’s status of 
approaching aggressive goal and avoiding negative target. It has been demonstrated by the prior 
studies that different regulatory focus means significant differences in emotional experience and 
concerns. (Herzenstein et al. 2007; Kirmani and Zhu 2007; Higgins et al. 2003). RFQ was applied in 
order to test the feeling of prevention pride based individuals’ subjective history (Higgins 1997, 
Higgins 2001). Higher RFQ (regulatory focus questionnaire) prevention scores means that high 
prevention pride individuals would incline them to choice scheme which have lower probability to 
lead to bad consequences. While mobile phones usage turns to abundant for social media capabilities, 
consumers face different control element via mobile network (Dickinger and Kleijnen, 2008). For the 
low prevention pride individuals, they trend to provide valuable advice on the basis of their first-hand 
experience (Sia et. al., 2009). Furthermore, for the high prevention pride individuals, they lose their 
sense of control lead to information overload and a fear of spam. Thus, it is expected that there could 
be significant interaction influence on the relationships among structural capital, personal outcome 
expectation, perceived recommendation and M-ads sharing behavior through individuals’ prevention 
pride.  
Individuals who own high structural capital in a virtual community would have relatively high direct 
ties to other members, and are more likely to cooperate with others. But at the same time, that means a 
lager risk of disclosure and embarrassment. For the high prevention pride individuals, the possible loss 
of reputation would more likely make them cautiously to share push messages. When members have a 
strong identification with the collective, the relational capital in the community would be in a higher 
level. The sharing behavior of merchant message could give good direction if it keeps to the point. On 
the contrary and more likely, it could bring a bad result for the deviation from the community’s goal, 
this is because the purpose of merchant message is to make profit. Community with common language 
is better able to understand on anther, which means a higher possibility to exchange resource each 
other and a higher probability to avoid misunderstanding. However, it also means more possible to 
produce discussion and questions, even objections, and this risk could reduce the shared intention and 
behavior of individuals with high prevention pride. Based on the definition of the social cognitive 
theory, individuals are more willing to participate in sharing behaviors that bring in favorable 
consequences (Chiu et al. 2006). Despite the potential benefits from ad sharing behavior, the 
individuals with high prevention pride would be more worried about the possible negative results. The 
reason is that “consumers generally have negative attitudes toward mobile advertising unless they 
have specifically consented to it” (Tsang et al. 2004). 
In order to correspond with the theme of parent research, the examination of moderating effects with 
prevention pride were merely focused on the hypotheses have direct relation on the M-ad sharing 
behavior in our research model. Due to above, we hypothesized that: 
H7a: the relationships between structural capital dimensions and M-ad sharing behavior for the 
individuals with low prevention pride are stronger than the same relationships for individuals with 
high prevention pride. 
H7b: the relationships between relational capital dimensions and M-ad sharing behavior for the 
individuals with low prevention pride are stronger than the same relationships for individuals with 
high prevention pride. 
H7c: the relationships between cognitive capital dimensions and M-ad sharing behavior for the 
individuals with low prevention pride are stronger than the same relationships for individuals with 
high prevention pride. 
H8a: the relationships between personal outcome expectations and M-ad sharing behavior for the 
individuals with low prevention pride are stronger than the same relationship for individuals with high 
prevention pride. 
H8b: the relationships between community-related outcome expectations and M-ad sharing behavior 
for the individuals with low prevention pride are stronger than the same relationship for individuals 
with high prevention pride. 
H9: the relationship between perceived recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior for the 
individuals with low prevention pride is stronger than the same relationship for individuals with high 
prevention pride. 
 
Figure 1. Research model for ad sharing in mobile SNS applications 
3 METHOD 
The measurement items were adopted from prior researches, and some items were adjusted to fit the 
specific study context. the structural capital was reflected by the social interaction ties, which scale 
was adopted from Chiu et al. (2006) and Sun et al. (2012). And the scale of relational capital was 
taken from Kale et al. (2000). The cognitive capital was reflected by the shared language, which scale 
was adopted from Chiu et al. (2006). Perceived recommendation quality was assessed with items 
adapted from Delone (2003). M-ad sharing behavior was assessed using scale adapted from Davenport 
and Prusak (1998). Personal outcome expectations was measured through Compeau and Higgins 
(1999), and community-related outcome expectations was measured using scale adopted from Chiu et 
al. (2006). Prevention pride was assessed from Higgins (2001). 
A pilot study involving 36 graduate students was carried out to test the effectiveness of the 
manipulations and instructions in the questionnaire. Feedbacks were collected face-to-face in order to 
assess and improve the clarity and conciseness of the items. Based on feedback, the terminology in the 
items were explained and clarified, and some items were reworded (i.e., the translation and revise of 
regulatory focus questionnaire). By use of factor analyses and Crobach’s alpha, the validity and 
stability of these constructs were confirmed to be acceptable by the standard of prior researches 
(Nunnally, 1978; Falk and Miller, 1992).  
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The research model was estimated with data from mobile SNS applications’ users of one university. 
The volunteers were enlisted in the university face to face. All the participants own mobile phones, 
and they have the experience of mobile SNS applications. They were informed that that the survey 
data will be anonymous processing, and the data would only used for research purpose. Because the 
mobile device had become an indispensable part of youngster's life (Pedersen, 2005), it is acceptable 
to use undergraduates as the sample set in this mobile coupons research. The questionnaire was filled 
in after a guarantee of anonymity, and then the volunteer’s contact detail was registered in order to the 
distribution of remuneration. A lottery with totally US$300 was offered as rewards for their 
participation, because the arrangement of raffle prize was proofed to be effective in the survey and 
experiment methodology. (Wang and Benbasat, 2009). A total of 350 volunteers were identified as the 
respondents of this survey and a total of 319 valid responses were received. 
As a second-generation causal modeling statistical technique, Partial Least Squares (PLS) was used to 
test the research model for several advantages of this technique. First, PLS could easily estimate the 
measurement model and the structural model, it could evaluate construct validity and the causal 
relationships in the model (Fronell and Bookstein, 1982). Second, Partial Least Squares (PLS) is most 
suitable for models with original scale and manipulated constructs, which is the case in this study. 
(Fronell and Bookstein, 1982). Third, PLS is appropriate for models with formative constructs and 
small sample, and it is considered to be a feasible tool for confirmation analysis in the early stages of 
theory development (Hair et al, 2011). Due to the above considerations, PLS was selected for the 
model estimation of current research. 
 
Measure Items Freq. percent Measure Items Freq. percent 
Gender Male 183 57.4% Gender Female 136 42.6% 
Age 
~20 149 46.7% 
Mobile SNS 
Experience 
(Year) 
0~1 27 8.5% 
20~25 164 51.4% 1~3 136 42.6% 
25~30 5 1.6% 3~6 112 35.1% 
30~ 1 0.3% 6~ 44 13.8% 
Occupation 
Student 284 89.0% 
Education 
College 3 0.9% 
Teacher 11 3.5% University 276 86.4% 
Employee 21 6.6% Graduate 35 11.1% 
Others 3 0.9% Others 5 1.6% 
Table 1. Demographic information of volunteers 
4 DATA ANALYSIS 
4.1 Common method bias 
As procedural remedies of common method bias, the order of the items and the manipulation settings 
(for instance, anonymity, filter items) have been adjusted and balanced, (Podsakoff and Organ 1986). 
In addition, the statistical analyses were performed to evaluate the influence of common method bias. 
On one hand, a Harmon one-factor test was implemented from the research of Podsakoff et al. (2003) 
on the main conceptually variables in our theoretical model. The test results showed that the most 
variance percentage explained by one factor is 26.441%. It could be indicated that the majority of the 
variance cannot be accounted for by one general factor (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Consequently, the 
current research passed the Harmon one-factor test. On the other hand, following Williams et al. (2003) 
and Liang et al. (2007), the result indicated that the average substantively explained variance of the 
indicators is .803. As a contrast, the average method-based variance is .043 (the percentage of 
influence of method variance is 5%). At the same time, 27 from the totally 32 method factor loadings 
are not significant at the 5% level of significance. It could be concluded that the common method bias 
does not have a significant impact on the expected relationships in our theoretical model. 
 
Constructs LD CR CA AVE 
Structural capital (STR)     
1 I maintain close social relationships with members in my mobile SNS 
application. 
0.764 
0.878 0.817 0.644 
2 I spend a lot of time interacting with members in my mobile SNS 
application. 
0.844 
3 I know some members in my mobile SNS application on the personal 
level. 
0.869 
4 I have frequent communication with some members in my mobile SNS 
application. 
0.724 
Relational capital (REL)     
1 There is close, personal interaction between the partners at multiple 
levels in my mobile SNS application. 
0.715 
0.847 0.766 0.611 
2 The members respect each other at multiple interpersonal levels in my 
mobile SNS application. 
0.801 
3 The community is characterized by mutual trust between the partners at 
multiple in my mobile SNS application. 
0.795 
4 There is personal friendship between the partners at multiple levels in 
my mobile SNS application. 
0.727 
5 The relationship is characterized by high reciprocity between members 
in my mobile SNS application. 
0.800 
Cognitive capital (COG)     
1 When interacting with friends in mobile SNS environment, we use 
common terms or jargon. 
0.879 
0.864 0.916 0.608 
2 During the discussion with friends in mobile SNS environment, we use 
understandable communication pattern. 
0.867 
3 When communicating with friends in mobile SNS environment, we use 
understandable narrative forms to post messages or articles 
0.911 
Personal outcome expectations (POE)     
1 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
help me to make friends with other members. 
0.768 
0.924 0.900 0.708 
2 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
give me a feeling of happiness. 
0.855 
3 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
can build up my reputation. 
0.788 
4 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS 
application will give me a sense of 
accomplishment. 
0.847 
5 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
strengthen the tie between other members. 
0.835 
6 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
enable me to get more interaction with active members. 
0.834 
Community-related outcome expectations (COE)     
1 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
enhance the contact of my mobile social circle. 
0.880 
0.936 0.909 0.786 
2 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
enhance the cohesion of my mobile social circle. 
0.922 
3 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
enhance information richness of my mobile social circle. 
0.876 
4 Sharing certain business information that I know in my mobile SNS will 
contribute to the development of our social network. 
0.862 
Perceived recommendations quality (PRQ)     
1 The business information and ads shared and recommended by members 
is usually meet the needs in my mobile social circle. 
0.763 
0.906 0.868 0.661 
2 The business information and ads shared and recommended by members 0.868 
is usually accurate in my mobile social circle. 
3 The business information and ads shared and recommended by members 
is usually complete in my mobile social circle. 
0.854 
4 The business information and ads shared and recommended by members 
is usually reliable in my mobile social circle. 
0.845 
5 The business information and ads shared and recommended by members 
is usually timely in my mobile social circle. 
0.813 
M-ad sharing behavior (MSB)     
1 I frequently participate in ads sharing and comment activities in our 
mobile social circle in my mobile social circle. 
0.720 
0.874 0.782 0.670 
2 I usually spend lots of time on mobile SNS to share and comment certain 
business information in my mobile social circle. 
0.801 
3 I usually actively share and recommend promotions and other 
information based on my perception  and experiences in my mobile 
social circle. 
0.755 
4 When discussing a consumption decision issue, I am usually involved in 
the subsequent interactions in my mobile social circle. 
0.802 
5 In my social SNS, I usually involve myself in discussions of various 
consumption topics rather than specific topics. 
0.752 
Notes. CR = Composite reliability, CA = Cronbach’s alpha, AVE= Average variance extracted. 
Table 2. Psychometric properties of the measurement model 
4.2 Measurement Validation 
Our research examined both the items weights and loadings to assess construct validity of formative 
constructs. The results indicate that the relative importance and absolute importance of the items 
(Cenfetelli and Bassellier 2009). The multicollinearity among indicators was examined to ensure the 
reliability of the formative constructs. The analysis results confirm that the research formative 
constructs meet the standards. Composite reliability and average variance extracted were used to 
assess the reliability of constructs. Convergent and discriminant validity were examined through 
confirmatory factor analysis. Results show that items correlated highly among the same constructs, 
and item loadings were also higher on the original constructs than others. Thus the measure constructs 
passed these reliability and validity tests (Kankanhalli et al. 2005). The AVE and correlations of all the 
variables are shown in table 1, value on the diagonal is the square root of average variance extracted 
(AVE). 
 
 AVE PRQ MSB POE COE STR REL COG GEN AGE EDU EXP PRE 
PRQ 0.66  0.81                        
MSB 0.67  0.34  0.82                      
POE 0.71  0.49  0.42  0.84                    
COE 0.79  0.48  0.34  0.40  0.89                  
STR 0.64  0.29  0.16  0.33  0.27  0.80                
REL 0.61  0.44  0.11  0.37  0.36  0.49  0.78              
COG 0.61 0.19  0.04  0.20  0.18  0.62  0.36  0.78            
GEN 1.00  0.01  0.04  -0.03  0.01  0.02  -0.01  0.02  1.00          
AGE 1.00  -0.02  -0.08  -0.06  0.00  -0.05  0.01  -0.07  0.09  1.00        
EDU 1.00  0.06  -0.05  0.00  0.03  0.02  0.00  0.00  0.18  0.23  1.00      
EXP 1.00  0.07  0.10  0.03  0.13  0.07  0.05  0.07  0.14  0.16  0.08  1.00    
PRE 1.00  -0.05  -0.12  -0.05  0.01  -0.07  0.03  0.00  -0.02  0.13  0.07  0.07  1.00  
Notes. PRQ (Perceived recommend quality); MSB (M-ads sharing behaviors); POE (Personal outcome 
expectations); COE (Community-related outcome expectations); STR (Structural capital); REL (Relational 
capital); COG (Cognitive capital); GEN (Gender 1 indicates, “male”; “female”); AGE (indicates, “<=20”；
“20-25”；“25-30”；“ >=30”)；EDU (Education indicates, “college or lower”; “bachelor”; 
“graduate” and “postgraduate or higher”); EXP (mobile applications experience indicates, “<1 year”; “1–
3year”; “3–6 year” and “>6 year”). 
Table 3. Correlation between constructs 
4.3 Structural Model 
Figure 2 show the PLS main effect of hypotheses tests. Control values such as age (β = -0.077，p > 
0.1), gender (β = 0.050, p>0.1), education (β = -0.067，p > 0.1), experience of mobile SNS (β = 0.022, 
p > 0.1) were found to be insignificant. Seven out of the eleven paths exhibited a P-value less than 
0.05, while the remaining four were not meet requirements of the 0.05 level of significance. The 
significant impact of personal outcome expectations on perceived recommendation quality was 
observed. Personal outcome expectations exhibited a positive effect on the perceived recommend 
quality, and it also showed significant influence on the individuals’ mobile ads sharing behaviors. 
Consequently, hypotheses H1a and H1b were supported. Community-related outcome expectations 
significantly and positively affected perceived recommendation quality, therefore, H2a was supported. 
Contrary to H2b, community-related outcome expectations showed no significant influence on M-ads 
sharing behaviors. 
 
Notes. *Significant at 5% level of significance; **Significant at 1% level of significance. 
Figure 2. SEM analysis of research model 
The significant impacts of social capital were also observed. First, Structural capital had significant 
influence on perceived recommend quality, and also on M-ads sharing behaviors. Hypothesis H3a and 
H3b were supported. And second, the path from relational capital to perceived recommendation 
quality was positive and important; while relational capital exhibited a insignificant effect on M-ads 
sharing behavior. Consequently, hypothesis H4a was supported, while H4b was not. The results 
showed no significant path between cognitive capital and perceived recommendation quality, and 
neither significant influence on M-ads sharing. Thus, H5a and H5b were not supported. The results 
also confirmed that perceived recommend quality was an important predictor of M-ads sharing(β = 
0.206，p <0.001 ). Thus, H6 was supported. 
 
Hypothesis(path) Path coefficient t-value Supported 
H1a: Personal outcome expectations  Perceived 
recommendation quality 
0.133 2.339* Yes 
H1b: POE M-ad sharing behavior 0.421 6.427** Yes 
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Hypothesis(path) Path coefficient t-value Supported 
H2a: COE Perceived recommendation quality 0.176 3.429** Yes 
H2b: COE M-ad sharing behavior  -0.025 0.404  
H3a: SC Perceived recommendation quality 0.099 1.963* Yes 
H3b: SCM-ad sharing behavior 0.164 3.095** Yes 
H4a: RC Perceived recommendation quality 0.424 11.775** Yes 
H4b: RC M-ad sharing behavior 0.023 0.663  
H5a: CC Perceived recommendation quality 0.034 0.067  
H5b: CC  M-ad sharing behavior -0.002 0.035  
H6: PRQ  M-ad sharing behavior 0.206 4.484** Yes 
Notes. *Significant at 5% level of significance; **Significant at 1% level of significance. IV = Independent 
variable, M = Moderator, DV=Dependent variable, SC = Structural capital, PPRE=Prevention pride, PRQ = 
Perceived recommendation quality, MSB = M-ad sharing behavior. 
Table 4. Correlation between constructs 
The Figure 2 also has shown the explanatory power of the research model. The R-square values shows 
that structural capital, relational capital, cognitive capital, personal outcome expectations and 
community-related outcome expectations account for 34.5% of variance of perceived recommendation 
quality and 24.7% of  M-ad sharing behavior. Cohen (1988) recommended that the appropriate 
standards of multiple regression or PLS-PM of behavioral science (Large effect R
2
=26%). Considering 
R-square depends on the number of predictors and area of research, the main effects indicating a large 
effect size (Cohen,1988). 
 
Notes. *Significant at 5% level of significance; **Significant at 1% level of significance. IV = Independent 
variable, M = Moderator, DV=Dependent variable, SC = Structural capital, PREP=Prevention pride, PRQ = 
Perceived recommendation quality, MSB = M-ad sharing behavior. 
Table 5. Results on Moderating Effects 
In order to correspond with the theme of parent research, the examination of moderating effects with 
prevention pride were merely focused on those hypotheses have direct relation on the 
endogenous variable in our research model. We transformed the value of individual prevention pride 
into a categorical variable through the method adopted from Henseler and Fassott (2010). We use 
improved regression technique introduced by Edwards and Lambert (2007), the moderating model 
shown that there had significant interaction effects with prevention pride (Figure 3). And the structural 
model with the direct effects is estimated separately for each group of observations. Differences in the 
model parameters between the different data groups are interpreted as moderating effects (Henseler 
and Fassott, 2010). We test the difference between the path coefficients for the two groups using t tests 
(Muthén & Muthén, 2007).The results shown that one of six hypothesized moderating effects was 
significant at the 0.01 (T = 2.92) level, and two of hypothesized moderating effects were significant at 
the 0.05 level (Table 5).  
For the relationship between structural capital and M-ads sharing behavior, there was a significant 
interaction with prevention pride (H7a, Δβ=0.069, p<0.01). As a contrast, the relationships between 
relational capital, cognitive capital and M-ads sharing behavior were not directly moderated for the 
individuals’ prevention pride (H7b, H7c). Furthermore, the prevent pride produced had a significant 
moderated effect on the relationship between personal outcome expectations and M-ad sharing 
behavior (H8a, Δβ=0.071, p<0.05), and the interaction with prevention pride was insignificant 
HYP PATH Hypothesized EFFECT Low PREP High PREP T 
H7a SC M-ad sharing behavior Attenuated 0.208** 0.139** 2.923** 
H 7b RCM-ad sharing behavior Attenuated 0.070 -0.057 0.683 
H 7c CC M-ad sharing behavior Attenuated -0.028 0.020 0.230 
H 8a POE M-ad sharing behavior Attenuated 0.477** 0.406** 2.360* 
H 8b COEM-ad sharing behavior Attenuated 0.041 0.042 1.526 
H 9c PRQ M-ad sharing behavior Attenuated 0.153** 0.201** 2.043* 
between community outcome expectations and M-ads sharing behavior (H8b). There had a significant 
moderated effect with prevention pride on the relationship between perceived recommendation quality 
and M-ad sharing behavior. However, astonishingly, the relationship was stronger, not weaker for 
individual with high prevention pride than for the others(H9, Δβ=0.048, p<0.05 ). The empirical 
results shown that different prevention pride leads to interesting difference in the spontaneously 
dissemination behaviors on mobile social networks, This results were consistent with the prediction 
that prevention pride was a measure as vigilance orientations to future behavior from a subjective 
history (Higgins 2001). 
 
 
 
Notes.  PREP is the prevention pride  
Figure 3. Moderate effects of prevention pride 
 
5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
The empirical result showed that there were several distinctions from the prior researches about social 
capital and outcome expectations in different research context.  (Chiu et al. 2006; Wasko and Faraj 
2005; Hsu et al. 2007; Chow and Chin 2008). First, the relationship between structural capital and 
sharing behavior was significant in our research context. One possible explanation is that individuals 
care about the direct interpersonal distance when they decide to sharing certain advertisement in the 
environment of mobile SNS. Second, the co-variation effect between cognitive capital and sharing 
behavior not be noticeable in our research, this means that individuals’ ad-sharing behavior might not 
be directly increased by the common language in social circle. Third, the personal outcome 
expectations seem to be highly associated with the M-ad sharing behavior in the present research 
context, and community outcome expectations seems to be unremarkable for individuals’ ad-sharing 
behavior. One plausible explanation is that individuals would contribute more advertising diffusion 
behavior when they expect desirable consequences to them.  
In this study, results suggest that the structural capital have significant effects on the perceived 
recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior. And relational capital have a very significant 
effects on the perceived recommendation, however, it seems have an immaterial influence on M-ad 
sharing behavior in our research. As a contrast, cognitive capital seems to be a minuscule effect factor 
on the perceived recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior in our research context. It was 
confirmed that personal outcome expectations but not community-related outcome expectations play 
an important role on the perceived recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior. Examining the 
consumer prevention pride aspects of regulatory focus theory, our results show that the prevention 
pride has an obviously interaction influence on the relationships among individual’s structural capital, 
perceived recommendation quality, and M-ad sharing behavior. Marketing managers interested in the 
spread and diffusion of ads through mobile networks.  
The results suggest that the managers should encourage the mobile SNS users’ enthusiasm and 
motivation to increase their personal outcome expectations. And, the appropriate points of mobile SNS 
with high direct interpersonal relationships should be the managers’ target group (individuals with 
high structural capital and relational capital). Furthermore, the individuals with high and low 
prevention pride scores should be approached separately. Individuals with high prevention pride 
scores have a stable performance of sharing behavior and perception of recommendation. In a contrast, 
individuals with low prevention pride scores would be more sensitive for their social capital and 
personal outcome expectations. However, if individuals perceived high quality recommendation level 
in their mobile social circle, they would more likely to share ad messages among users. The probable 
cause that generated the result would be obvious, that is, the individuals with high level prevention 
pride could be more dependent for the established trust, and their behavior will especially be stubborn 
and long-lasting if they feel some kind of behavior is useful and harmless. 
This research offers several theoretical implications. First, we advance the sight of information 
diffusion in the mobile network among individuals through building a conceptual foundation upon the 
integration of behavioral theories and the actuality of M-ad sharing behaviors. Second and more 
specially, our research introduces social factors such as social capital and social cognitive through 
which to achieve an understanding of spontaneously advertisement and commercial message sharing 
behavior among users in the mobile SNS applications. Third, our research offers understanding to 
evaluate the effects of individual’s prevention pride in the mobile network environment, and we hope 
this research could arouse more attention on the effects of individual’s characteristics in the context of 
mobile SNS applications. 
The limitations of this study abound with inspirations and opportunities for future research. First, even 
survey of student volunteers could ensure the external validity of our study (Pedersen, 2005); it is 
undisputed that the real M-ads sharing data on the mobile SNS would be more useful to the 
generalisability of our results. Second, as a empirical study, cultural factors might limit the general 
applicably of our research. Third, our model has result in a acceptable level of explanatory power on 
perceived recommendation quality and M-ad sharing behavior based on the evaluation of actual 
behavior (Cohen, 1988), however, future research should adjust constructs (e.g., trust, rewards, 
enjoyment, Anticipated reciprocal relationships) to acquire a more respectable explanatory power.  
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